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Abstract 
Residential mobility is associated with the human life cycle such as personal and family attributes as well as the 
residents’ housing profiles such as homeownership and housing type. This study aims to establish the mobility 
intention among households of different socioeconomic status (SES) by examining factors pertaining to their life 
cycle course and housing profiles. Based on the stated preference design approach, data were collected through a 
questionnaire survey of 685 households living in selected low cost, medium cost and high cost housing schemes in 
Penang, Malaysia. Using logistic regression method, the study found that age, occupation, renters, and housing type 
are the factors that affect residential mobility intentions among the households. However, the constraints of high costs 
of housing purchase, housing rent and moving costs have somewhat restrained the households’ mobility intentions. 
 
© 2014 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and peer-review under responsibility of the Centre for Environment-
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1. Introduction 
Residential mobility creates urban regeneration once the households has moved. Mix population 
within various background and life course stage gather in a town that generates the new generation in a 
city. Residential mobility is considered as a natural course in the human life cycle. Certain human life 
events such as aging household, marital status and family size expansion pose reason for some 
households to consider moving out of their current house and moving in elsewhere to fulfil their needs 
and welfare (de Groot, Mulder, Das, & Manting, 2011; Mulder & Hooimeijer, 1999). Residential mobility 
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is an adjustment of the households’ housing needs caused by changes in the family composition and life 
cycles (Rossi, 1955). It is also regarded as the households’ response to dissatisfaction or stress situation 
influenced by environmental condition (Galster, 1987; Speare, Goldstein, & Frey, 1975). Actual mobility 
should be distinguished from mobility thought and intention as both concepts are considered using a 
different approach, measurement and identification. Intentions are linked to having the option to move, 
whilst actual mobility behaviour occurs when there are no constraints or restrictions preventing a wish 
from being realised (Lu, 1999; van Ham & Feijten, 2008). Previous researchers have examined the 
restrictions or factors that affect actual mobility (de Groot, Mulder, Das, et al., 2011; de Groot, Mulder, & 
Manting, 2011; Lu, 1999) and their studies revealed that life cycle is among the major barriers that inhibit 
households from moving out of their current housing. However, there are limited studies done on mobility 
intentions; hence, this study aims to examine the factors of life cycle as well as housing profiles that 
influence the moving intentions among households in Penang. 
2. Literature Review 
General theories of residential mobility have espoused the principles and concepts of invasion and 
succession, filtering process, life cycle and trade-off model (Short, 1978). These theories recognised that 
residential mobility is associated with life stage factors, which in turn relates to the household attributes, 
housing characteristics, housing market, and access to amenities (Winstanley, Thorns, & Perkins, 2002).  
Residential mobility behaviour can be classified into actual moving and mobility thought or intention 
(Lee, Oropesa, & Kanan, 1994). Actual mobility is performed when there are no barriers to act (Mulder & 
Hooimeijer, 1999). On the contrary, mobility thought or intention refers to the act of thinking, 
considering, wishing, willing, planning or expecting to move (de Groot, Mulder, & Manting, 2011) or 
indicating a wish to leave (Lee et al., 1994). Some researchers claimed that an expectation or a plan to 
move is a closer proxy to the mobility behaviour than a desire or consideration to move (Kley & Mulder, 
2010). Moreover, Lu (1999) indicated that a strong experience of intention behaviour could materialise as 
a firm intention. In other words, there is a higher probability of achieving actual mobility for people who 
have experienced moving before. Arguably, these moving intentions are not only influenced by the 
households’ background profiles, but the households’ potential moves are also assessed based on their 
recent preferences and desire traits (de Groot, Mulder, & Manting, 2011). 
 The intention to act is measured by the individual ability and his effort by making it possible. The 
behavioural intentions to perform specific behavioural acts can best be predicted by considering the 
attitudes and normative beliefs (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1969). Therefore, this study adopts the prediction of 
behavioural attitudes in terms of normative beliefs as generally accepted by the scholars, considering an 
individual’s perception of social normative pressures. It is not possible to generalize that those factors 
affect mobility in the general population could also influence other people who have an intention to move 
(Kan, 1999). 
2.1.  Conceptual framework 
The conceptual framework of this study is focused on examining the variables associated with life 
cycle and housing profiles that contribute in explaining the moving intentions among households in 
Penang. The life course and housing profiles variables as derived from the literature are discussed in the 
following sections. 
2.2. Life course 
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Life course is a crucial factor that could potentially change an individual’s or households’ housing 
needs and neighbourhood suitability (Rabe & Taylor, 2010). The life course trajectories are one of the 
principal reasons that may prompt people’s intention to move with an expectation estimation (de Groot, 
Mulder, Das, et al., 2011; Mulder & Hooimeijer, 1999). Speare (1974) asserted that certain life events 
may lead to the postponement or cancellation of an initial plan to move due to financial constraints. At 
times, the urgency level of life events can be activated into performance within a short time (de Groot, 
Mulder, Das, et al., 2011). 
 The relationship between life cycle and residential mobility is important but remains unclear 
(Helderman, Mulder, & Ham, 2004). It is alike controlling households’ intentions and obstructing their 
actions (Mulder & Hooimeijer, 1999) that display mutuality between personal motives, resource and 
restrictions (Hooimeijer & Oskamp, 1996). The impact of life cycle is difficult to predict either on the 
actual mobility or intended mobility due to its nebulous nature (de Groot, Mulder, Das, et al., 2011).  
Nonetheless, empirical studies showed that age and household composition are significant predictors 
(Helderman et al., 2004) which found a strong relationship between individual’s probability of moving 
and his/her life course (Dieleman, 2001). Hui and Yu (2009) claimed that residential mobility propensity 
among the pre-elderly is constricted by the age limit which determines eligibility for the elderly friendly 
schemes. A study by de Groot et al (2011) showed that the younger age group is more likely to perform 
actual moving act following a period of mobility intentions compared to the elderly folks. The younger 
people are more likely to make several adjustment moves before settling down in a permanent resident of 
their choice (W. A. V. Clark & Huang, 2003; Helderman et al., 2004). 
 Residents of an ethnic minority are more likely to have some difficulties matching their preferences 
and socioeconomic status with a particular home and neighbourhood (Bolt & van Kempen, 2003; van 
Ham & Feijten, 2008); a situation which obviously lead them to move home more than once (van Ham & 
Feijten, 2008). It is noteworthy that white people are more likely to move than non-whites (Ferreira, 
Gyourko, & Tracy, 2010). In additon, households size affects mobility decision due to the children’s 
schooling needs; households in Netherlands for instance refused to move even within a short distance 
(Helderman et al., 2004) to avoid disrupting their children’s schooling routine. Furthermore, a single 
person who is not tied with daily activities and household activities is more likely to move compared to a 
married couple. Residential mobility is often higher when the family size increases, but it is not 
significantly affected by a decreasing family size (Ferreira et al., 2010). 
A critical factor for residential mobility decision is sufficient financial resource to support the moving 
costs and rent mortgage (Mulder & Hooimeijer, 1999). It is relatively easier to perform an actual mobility 
when the available resource is stable (Helderman et al., 2004). Similarly, a household having a higher 
income margin is more likely to facilitate moving house (de Groot, Mulder, Das, et al., 2011). Lower 
income groups also significantly more often state a wish to leave their neighbourhood (van Ham & 
Feijten, 2008). 
 Certain scholars emphasize life course in a different domains such as household size, employment 
level, education level and types of residence (Helderman et al., 2004) while Rabe and Taylor (2010) 
asserts life course into income, employment, education, barriers to housing, health and disability, crime, 
living environment, into retirement and unemployment stage. These predictors usually occur in people 
life and not in the life events such as marriage and child birth (Helderman et al., 2004). Therefore, the 
studies distinguish life cycle in the life course stage of age, income, household size, employment, 
education and more. 
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2.3. Housing profiles 
Factors influencing the trends of residential mobility were first revealed by Rossi (1955) to be related 
to the human life cycles. Further research subsequently discovered other influencing factors of residential 
mobility including residential stress and dissatisfaction with the environments (Galster, 1987), length and 
conditions of tenure (W. V. Clark, Deurloo, & Dieleman, 1990; Özy?ld?r?m, Önder, & Yavas, 2005), 
housing market conditions (Strassmann, 1991; Van der Vlist, Nijkamp, & Rietveld, 2002), housing 
attributes and neighbourhood features (Shields, Wheatley Price, & Wooden, 2009) and others 
contributing factor. 
 In this study, the factors of housing profiles are associated with the households’ mobility experience, 
home ownership, SES and housing type. Homeownership is a natural preference of residents as a means 
to indicate their own territory (Elsinga & Hoekstra, 2005; Saunders, 1990). The benefit of 
homeownership is that it is a property investment with time and locational advantages (Zumbro, 2013). 
Tan (2012) found that households living in their own terrace house may keep home ownership for the 
benefits of their children in future. The resident in SES group may be an important factor in assisting the 
relationship between personal well-being and mobility (Randall, Kitchen, & Williams, 2008). Their 
findings indicated that home ownership is significantly greater in a high SES area which implies the 
quality of life and neighbourhood stability in the area. 
Literature also showed that the length of stay affects the likelihood of a move (Ferreira et al., 2010). 
The higher the percentage of renters indicates the higher the probability people have a wish to leave their 
neighbourhood (van Ham & Feijten, 2008). Nevertheless, no significant relationship was found among 
households living in poorer areas and their moving intention (Kearns & Parkes, 2003; van Ham & Feijten, 
2008). Empirical studies of life course and housing profiles found that the young, the highly educated, 
those in high level employment, private tenants and higher income households have the highest mobility 
propensities (Böheim & Taylor, 2002; W. A. V. Clark & Dieleman, 1996). 
 Based on the literature, the human life cycle exhibits the human stage in the state of age, ethnic status, 
household size, marital status, employment, income and length of stay (tenure). The households’ may live 
in a rented house that locates in particular SES housing and certain dwelling types in the housing 
schemes. Hence, the studies employ these indicators to examine the affect of residential mobility by 
focusing an intention mobility among the households’ in Penang. 
3. Methodology 
This study adopted a methodology similar to that of Kearns and Parkes (2003: 841) which examined 
households’ mobility intentions associated with housing profiles, life course and residential perceptions 
towards home, surroundings and neighbourhood. The study also subscribed to de Groot et al (2011) 
which investigated the life event gaps based on intention and actual mobility measured within a two-year 
time range. Adopting a quantitative research approach, the study embarked on a household survey using 
the cluster and proportionate stratified sampling methods. The survey involved sampled households living 
in various accommodation types (i.e. flat, terrace, semi-detached, apartment and condominium) of 
varying socioeconomic status (SES) of housing, namely low cost, medium cost and high cost housing in 
Penang. Similar indicators were used in Kearns and Parkes’ study (2003). 
A cross sectional study was employed in this study to capture the outcomes and characteristics 
associated with the households at a specific point in time (Levin, 2006) specifically to inquire about their 
mobility experience in the past and mobility intentions in the future. A longitudinal study which may 
provide a wider scope with a deeper analysis on the contributing factors into the timing of residential 
mobility (Dieleman, Clark, & Deurloo, 1994). Hence, the study could not employs longitudinal studies 
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because of the time and budget constraints. Nevertheless, this study captured the households’ actual 
mobility experience by inquiring whether “Is this is your first home?“ in the survey questionnaire. Those 
respondents who had answered “No” to this question indicated their residential mobility of having moved 
in the past. However, the respondents in this study could not specify whether they intend to move within 
the next two years. Hence, this study employed similar time range of twenty years for mobility 
experience. 
3.1. Selection of study variables 
Respondents in this study were asked to choose the life course and housing profiles by using a stated 
preferences approach in the categorical data questionnaire. A stated preference design is suitable to elicit 
individuals’ preferences as the responses are unconstrained by affordability measures, housing supply, 
discrimination and other factors that affect actual moves (Bruch & Mare, 2012). In a stated preference 
questionnaire design, respondents are offered hypothetical alternatives to evaluate and to express their 
preference among the alternatives through various ways; each alternative presented to respondents is 
characterized by a set of relevant attributes (Kim, Pagliara, & Preston, 2005). In addition, this method 
could avoid correlation problems, ensure sufficient variation data and avoid measurement error in the 
independent variables. This study used logistic regression for data analysis for binary or dichotomous 
variable in the dependent group. 
Data for the study were collected via a questionnaire survey of 685 heads of households living in three 
SES housing in Penang. The Ministry of Housing and Local Government Malaysia guidelines on the local 
housing price range are as follows: a low cost housing price is RM40,000 or below; a low medium cost 
housing price is between RM40,001 to RM60,000; a medium cost housing price is between RM60,001 to 
RM100,000; whilst a high cost housing price is RM100, 001 and more (US$1 is equivalent to RM3.21). 
Low medium cost housing is combined with low cost housing type in this study for an easier 
interpretation of the findings and discussions. Meanwhile, those households with a monthly income of 
RM3,000 and below are eligible to receive a small token of BR1M financial aid given by the Federal 
Government to help the low income population. The value of RM3,000 is used to classify the household 
monthly income in this study. Table 1 shows the list of independent variables used in the study, while the 
dependent variable is measured by the households’ intention to move out of their housing or not. 
 
Table 1. Description of independent variables 
 
Variables Detailed description 
1) LC_Age 1 if the household’s age is 50 years old or more (elderly), 0 is younger people (< 50) 
2)LC_Single 1 if the household is single, 0 otherwise  
3)LC_Married 1 if the household is married,  0 otherwise 
4)LC_Prof 1 if the household’s employment is professional, 0 otherwise 
5)LC_Man 1 if the household’s employment is manager, 0 otherwise 
6)LC_Prod/Tech 1 if the household’s employment is production/technical, 0 otherwise 
7)LC_Self 1 if the household’s employment is self-employed, 0 otherwise 
8)LC_Ethnic 1 if the household’s ethnic is Malay, Chinese and Indian, 0 otherwise 
9)LC_Tenure 1 if the household had lived in the house for 5 years or more, 0 otherwise 
10)LC_Income 1 if the households’ monthly income is RM3000 or less, 0 otherwise 
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4. Data Analysis and Findings 
A summary of the households’ life course and housing profiles is shown in Table 2. Younger 
households’ of 50 years of age and below (69%), married couples (70.9%) and a combination of Malay, 
Chinese and Indian majority ethnic (99.4%) dominated the household’s life course. In terms of household 
size, most households had at least four members in their family (61.5%). The households’ monthly 
income threshold of RM3000 was based on their qualification to receive the government financial support 
(BR1M). Employment was categorized as professional (15.7%), manager (6.85%), production and 
technical (29%), and self-employed (8.6%). For the housing profiles, homeownership consisted of 73% of 
respondents with their length of stay of five years and less (31.5%) and more than five years (67.9%). 
Socioeconomic status (SES) of housing types was identified as low cost housing (37.5%), medium cost 
(26.6%) and high cost (35.9%). Housing type showed that flat (38.4%) was classified as a low cost 
housing type, while terrace, semi-detached, bungalow, apartment and condominium were categorized as 
high cost housing. However, some units of terrace, semi-detached and apartment were also classified as 
medium cost housing due to the relatively higher housing price. 
 The result on table 3 shows the logistic regression of households’ intention to move that occurs in 
human life course at the stage of age, rental, employment, housing type and SES housing are significant 
with the model. The households’ are refuse to move out based on beta value direction and the probability 
of less likely to move is less than 1. However, the renters group are 2.5 times likely to move out than 
homeowners. 
Table 2. Survey respondents’ life course and housing profiles  
Life Course Range Percentage (%) 
1) Age 50 years of age and below 69.0 
 Above 50 years of age 31.0 
 
2) Marital Status Single 23.7 
 Married 70.9 
 Others   5.4 
 
3) Employment Managerial   6.8 
 Professional 15.7 
 Production/Tech 29.0 
 Self-employed   8.6 
 Others 39.6 
 
4)Ethnic Majority ethnic 99.4 
 Others    0.6 
 
5)Length of Stay 5 years and less 31.5 
11)LC_Size 1 if the household has four members or more in one family, 0 otherwise 
12)HP_1sthome 1 if the house is the household’s first home, 0 otherwise 
13)HP_flat 1 if the household lived in flat, 0 otherwise 
14)HP_terr 1 if the household lived in a terrace, semi-detached and bungalow, 0 otherwise 
15)HP_rental 1 if the household is renting the house, 0 is owners 
16)HP_ses_mc 1 if the household lived in a medium cost housing, 0 otherwise 
17)HP_ses_hc 1 if the household lived in a high cost housing, 0 otherwise  
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 More than 5 years 67.9 
 
6)Monthly Income RM3,000 or less 50.7 
 More than RM3,000 47.5 
 
7)Household Size 4 people or less  61.5 
 More than 4 people 38.5 
 
Housing Profiles 
  
1)First Home Yes 59.7 
 No 40.3 
 
2)Home Ownership Self-owned 73.0 
 Rented 22.6 
 Others   2.9 
 
3)SES Low Cost 37.5 
 Medium Cost 26.6 
 High Cost 35.9 
 
4)Housing Type Flat 38.4 
 Terrace/SemiD/Bungalow 30.2 
 Apartment/Condominium 31.0 
Table 3.Logistic Regression of intention to move among households 
 B SE 
LC_Age -.952 .212*** 
LC_Single -.189 .214 
LC_Married -.318 .443 
LC_Prof -.502 .390 
LC_Man -.758 .373** 
LC_Prod/Tech -1.188 .450** 
LC_Self -.983 .375** 
LC_Ethnic .575 .954 
LC_LengthOfStay .131 .214 
LC_Income .094 .204 
LC_Size .020 .179 
HP_1st home 0.97 .178 
HP_flat -1.140 .402** 
HP_terr -.193 .390 
HP_rental .906 .239*** 
HP_ses_mc -.190 .405 
HP_ses_hc -.590 .231* 
Model -2 log likelihood 817.028 
Cox & Snell R2 .169 
Nagelkerke R2 .226 
Model χ2 12.8 
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001 
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5. Discussion 
5.1. Mobility intention 
The results of Cox & Snell R2 and Nagelkerke’s R2 in Table 3 indicate the proportion of the explained 
variation in the model is between 16.9% and 22.6%. The variance results are as expected because the 
study only focused on the life course and housing profiles. Factors such as households’ age, home 
ownership, employment level, housing type and SES all contributed in explaining the moving intention of 
households in the future (Table 3). In this study, the elderly were found to be less likely to move than 
younger people because of their relatively less desire to find a new place; the likelihood result of moving 
is very low (the exponential value is less than 1). This result is similar to previous work (de Groot, 
Mulder, & Manting, 2011; Kan, 1999) which showed that younger people are more likely to perform 
actual mobility following a moving intention Specifically, younger person under 25 years old are more 
likely than others to consider moving home (Kearns & Parkes, 2003). Future study should accommodate a 
wider range of age categories for younger and matured (elderly) people to derive similar results. 
 In comparison, households with rented housing showed a 2.4 times higher probability to move than 
homeowners. A similar predictor variable was found in an earlier study (Kearns & Parkes; 2003). 
However, de Groot, Mulder, & Manting et al. (2011) found an contrasting result that the homeowners 
were more eagerly to move 1.5 times more than renters in Netherlands. There are some concerns that the 
study location may play an important role affecting the residents’ socioeconomic status and life stages. 
 Other indicators that are also significant in explaining the variance in residential mobility are 
employment level such as managerial, production and technical, or self-employed. Households of all 
employment levels were less likely to move, with an exponential result of less than 1. The only exception 
was those households in professional employment which did not fit with the model. Employment level is 
related to education level (Dielaman, 2001) those who were well educated show more intended moves 
than those less well educated (de Groot, Mulder, & Manting, 2011; Lu, 1999). 
 Housing profiles variables indicated that flat (housing type) is the variable that influenced the model; 
the likelihood of moving is low. Contrary to the findings of Kearns and Parkes (2003), flat dwellers were 
more likely to move than dwellers of other housing types. In the housing area (SES), high cost housing 
result is significant and fit with the model, the probability of move is low than low cost housing type. In 
details, the households living in low cost housing are likely to move. However, these households cannot 
afford to move due to financial constraints and the high housing price in Penang Island. 
 This study also found that households’ monthly income, ethnic, marital status, household size and 
length of stay are not significant in the model. Similar results were found in an earlier study (Kearns & 
Parkes, 2003). However, this result is opposite to Lu’s findings (1999) that found that length of stay is 
significant for both single person households and married couples with children. Lu’s (1999) results 
showed that long duration appears to increase the probability of realizing mobility intentions for married 
couples and children. Rather than relate the findings with the theory, the study emphasize circumstances 
that occurs within the households. The theory of residential mobility explicitly described the simulation of 
residential mobility. However, indication of the findings are not suits to apply the theory itself as it 
generally mention of residential mobility. 
5.2. Actual mobility 
In this study, 40.3% of respondents have had a mobility experience that presents some positive 
probabilities for them to move again in the future. This situation is about their mobility behaviour in the 
past (Lu, 1999). First-time house residents may have some experience with moving in but they do not 
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have any experience yet in moving out. Their first home might also be influenced by life course stages, 
but this study has no details as it is only focused on mobility intentions. This study found that 59.7% of 
first home residents had lived more than 20 years in their current of SES housing. The result is similar to 
Ferreira et al. (2010) that showed first time home buyers have low mobility rate than others. Therefore, 
the studies estimates mobility intention by the households’ would transform into an actual among 40.3% 
of respondents with following indicators; those who have stable resource without much barriers and 
support by positive indicators of his/her life course to perform it in the future. The housing profiles may 
influence households to move in order to gain neighbourhood quality in the SES housing.  
6. Conclusion 
This study examined the factors of life cycle and housing profiles that affect the moving intention 
among households in Penang. The results indicated that age, home ownership, employment, housing type 
and SES of housing are significant and fit with the model. These factors are proven statistically to trigger 
and activate residents to move house in the future. Although the measurement in this study was 
undertaken via behavioural intentions, these factors displayed the households’ characteristics in relation 
to their life stage and housing profiles. Residential mobility through intentions is one of the behaviour 
that examines the households’ preference and desire towards their situation. Many scholars criticized that 
mobility intentions could not be measure as actual mobility but it perceive the household’s dissatisfaction. 
It is such a complicated matter that could not settle easily. Therefore, it also illustrates some desire to 
move but in reality could not act because of financial problem which they cannot afford to perform it. 
 Further studies are necessary to discuss the neighbourhood attributes that affect residential mobility 
because this study showed that first home residents were dominant in the survey and that they had lived in 
the present home for a long time with mobility intentions but no actual mobility. The result relates to the 
residents’ attachment with the surrounding and others neighbourhood factors. The significant predictors 
of residential mobility derived from this study are very useful as indicators or guidelines to improve the 
provision of housing that caters to the needs and comfort of the households, particularly in the dynamic 
cities. 
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